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REMARKS 

The statement by the Examiner that claims 7-10, 17-19, 32-35, 42-45 and 53 
contain allowable subject matter is gratefully acknowledged. 

Claims 1, 10, 11, 20, 23, 26, 35, 36, 45, 48-50 and 53 have been amended. The 
application contains claims 1-53. Applicant reserves the right to pursue the original 
claims and other claims in this application and in other applications. 

The specification has been amended to correct minor typographical errors. 
No new matter has been introduced by the amendments to the specification. 

Claim 53 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as lacking 
antecedent basis for the limitations "the number of rows per bank", "the selected 
parameter", and "the command stream". The rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 
53 has been amended. The concerns raised in the Office Action have been addressed by 
the amendment to claim 53. Accordingly, the rejection should be withdrawn and the 
claim allowed. 

Claims 20 and 53 rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. The rejection is respectfully traversed. Claims 20 and 53 have been 
amended. The concerns raised in the Office Action have been addressed by the 
amendments to claims 20 and 53. Accordingly, the rejection should be withdrawn and 
the claims allowed. 

Claims 1-6, 11-16, 20-31, 36-41, 46-48 and 50-52 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent no. 6,760,881 (hereinafter "Batson '881") 



1 The Office Action states that claim 50 lacks insufficient antecedent basis for the listed limitations. 
However, the limitations appear in claim 53, not 50, and Applicant has treated this as a rejection to claim 
53. 
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in view of U.S. Patent no. 6,678,786 (hereinafter "Srinivasan"). The rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites a circuit for coordinating refresh and parity-scan operations in 
a memory device. The claim 1 circuit comprises "control logic coupled to the register 
fields, said control logic using the information in the register fields to determine 
whether parity-scan operations can be substituted for refresh operations and 
scheduling the parity-scan operations instead of refresh operations when it is 
determined that the parity-scan operations can be substituted for refresh operations/ 7 
Applicant respectfully submits that the cited combination fails to disclose, teach or 
suggest the claimed invention. 

Specifically, Batson '881 discloses a system whereby parity-scanning (or 
parity validation) is performed "concurrently with the refresh operation." Batson '881 
Patent Col. 3, 11. 34-41. That is, in Batson '881, first a refresh operation is performed, 
then, if it is determined that the entry is valid, a parity check is performed. Batson '881 
Patent Col. 3, 1. 50 to Col. 4, 1. 1; see also Figures 2a, 2b. Since Batson '881 always 
performs a refresh operation followed by parity validation, Batson '881 fails to disclose, 
teach or suggest "scheduling the parity-scan operations instead of refresh operations 
when it is determined that the parity-scan operations can be substituted for refresh 
operations" as is recited in claim 1 (emphasis added). 

As such, claim 1 is allowable over the Batson '881. Applicant respectfully 
submits that Srinivasan, which has been cited merely as teaching registers, also fails to 
disclose, teach or suggest "scheduling the parity-scan operations instead of refresh 
operations when it is determined that the parity-scan operations can be substituted for 
refresh operations." Accordingly, the cited combination fails to render claim 1 obvious. 
Claims 2-6 depend from claim 1 and are allowable along with claim 1. 
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Claim 11 recites "control logic coupled to the register fields for coordinating 
refresh and parity-scan operations on the memory cells, said control logic using the 
information in the register fields to schedule parity-scan operations instead of refresh 
operations when it is determined that the parity-scan operations can be substituted for 
refresh operations." Applicant respectfully submits that claim 11 is allowable for at 
least the reasons set forth above and on its own merits. Claims 12-16 and 20-22 depend 
from claim 11 and are allowable along with claim 11. 

Claim 23 recites "means for scheduling parity-scan operations on memory 
cells of the memory device instead of refresh operations." Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 23 is allowable for at least the reasons set forth above and on its own 
merits. Claims 24-31 depend from claim 23 and are allowable along with claim 23. 

Claim 36 recites "control logic coupled to the register fields for coordinating 
refresh and parity-scan operations on the memory cells, said control logic using the 
information in the register fields to schedule parity-scan operations instead of refresh 
operations when it is determined that the parity-scan operations can be substituted for 
refresh operations." Applicant respectfully submits that claim 36 is allowable for at 
least the reasons set forth above and on its own merits. Claims 37-41 and 46-47 depend 
from claim 36 and are allowable along with claim 36. 

Claim 48 recites "means for scheduling parity-scan operations on memory 
cells of the memory device instead of refresh operations." Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 48 is allowable for at least the reasons set forth above and on its own 
merits. 

Claim 50 recites "scheduling the parity-scan operations instead of refresh 
operations when it is determined that the parity-scan operations can be substituted for 
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refresh operations/' Applicant respectfully submits that claim 50 is allowable for at 
least the reasons set forth above and on its own merits. Claims 51-52 depend from 
claim 50 and are allowable along with claim 50. 

Accordingly, the rejection should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

Claim 49 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Batson '881 in view of U.S. Patent no. 6,430,073 (hereinafter "Batson '703"). The 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 49 recites "means for scheduling parity-scan operations on memory 
cells of the memory device instead of refresh operations/ 7 Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 49 is allowable over Batson '881 for at least the reasons set forth 
above. Batson '703 has been cited as teaching a router, but fails to cure the deficiencies 
of Batson '881. Accordingly, claim 49 is allowable over the cited combination. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection should be withdrawn and 
the claims allowed. 

Claims 7-10, 17-19, 32-35 and 42-45 stand objected to as being dependent 
upon rejected base claims, but are otherwise allowable. Claim 53 would be allowable if 
the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, were overcome. The objections 
are respectfully traversed. 

Claims 7-10 depend from claim 1, claims 17-19 depend from claim 11, claims 
32-35 depend from claim 26 and claims 42-45 depend from 36. As set forth above, 
Applicant believes that claims 1, 11, 26 and 36 are in condition for allowance. As such, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 7-10, 17-19, 32-35 and 42-45 are also in 
condition for allowance. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that the objection should be withdrawn and 
the claims allowed. 

Claims 10, 35 and 45 have been amended for consistency purposes with other 
claim changes and not for reasons of patentability. 

In view of the above amendment, Applicant believes the pending application 
is in condition for allowance. 
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